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Maximum number of symmetric extensions in the random graph

S. Vakhrushev* M. Zhukovskii'

Abstract

It is known that after an appropriate rescaling the maximum degree of the binomial random
graph converges in distribution to a Gumbel random variable. The same holds true for the maximum
number of common neighbours of a k-vertex set, and for the maximum number of s-cliques sharing
a single vertex. Can these results be generalised to the maximum number of extensions of a k-vertex
set for any given way of extending of a k-vertex set by an s-vertex set? In this paper, we generalise
the above mentioned results to a class of “symmetric extensions” and show that the limit distribution
is not necessarily from the Gumbel family.

1 Introduction

Bollobas [7] and Ivchenko [12] proved that under some restrictions on the edge probability p, the (appro-
priately rescaled) maximum degree converges in distribution to a Gumbel random variable.

Theorem 1.1 (B. Bollobés [7]). Let p = const € (0,1). Let A, be the maximum degree of G(n,p). For
every integer n > 2 set

an =pn+/2p(1 —p)nlnn (1 _lnln ln(2ﬁ)> , bp, = M
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Then
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where 0 has cdf e=¢ " (i.e. it is a standard Gumbel random wvariable), and % denotes convergence in
distribution.

This result was extended by Ivchenko [12] to p = o(1) such that - — oo.
The central result of the extreme value theory is the Fisher-Tippet—Gnedenko theorem [9] [10] claiming
that, if, for an infinite sequence of independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) random variables

—an

o (n)
{&i}ien and some non-random ay,, b, the distribution of 5()7 converges weakly to a non-degenerate

distribution (here, as usual, €™ = max{&;,...£&,}), then this limit distribution belongs to one of the
following three families of distributions: Gumbel, Weibull or Fréchet, and the conditions for the limit
distribution to belong to one of theses families are known. Note that this result is not applicable to
the degree sequences of random graphs since they constitute triangular arrays of dependent random
variables. However, the degree sequence can be approximated by independent binomial random variables
in the following sense. A fixed vertex of G(n,p) has the binomial distribution Bin(n — 1,p) with n — 1
trails and success probability p. In [I7] it was proven that, for the maximum Dy of N independent
binomial random variables {n.1,6n.2, ..., {n,n ~ Bin(M,p), where M = M(N) = w(ln® N), p = const,
and for every = € R, the following is true:

InlInN 2 -
Pr<DN§pM+\/2p(1p)MlnN - 2 ﬁ+ x ])Hee as N — oo.
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It is easy to see that in the case M = n — 1, N = n this result gives the same scaling constants and limit
distribution as in Theorem This is not unexpected since every pair of vertices in G(n, p) is almost
independent — the dependency is only due to the single adjacency relation between these two vertices.

However, as we will see below, the limit distributions of similar statistics in G(n,p) not necessarily
belong to any of the above three families of distributions.

To work with dependent random variables (degrees), Bollobds used the method of moments. Namely,
let us denote by X the number of vertices with degree greater than a,, +b,x. It turns out that the r-th mo-
ment of the random variable X converges in distribution to the r-th moment of the Poisson random vari-

able with mean e~®. From this it follows (see [3, Theorems 30.1, 30.2]) that lim,, o, Pr(X =0) =e¢ °,
which implies the result.

Recently [18], Rodionov and the second author of the paper generalised T heorem for the maximum
number of common neighbours of k vertices A,  in G(n, p), where k is an arbitrary fixed positive integer.

Let p* > %, 1—-p> \/@ , then appropriately scaling A,,  converges in distribution to a standard

Gumbel random variable as well. The authors used a different approach for the following reasons:

(1) in the case k > 1 the variance of the analogous random variables approaches infinity that makes
the method of moments no longer applicable directly;

(2) it is computationally difficult (and not clear that it is possible to do in general) to estimate higher
moments of the analogous random variable X .

But it turns out that it is enough to condition the probability space on certain “frequent” events,
then, for the conditional probability, prove that EX (X — 1) ~ (EX)?, and finally apply some bounds
on the probability of “non-existence” that are inspired by the method of Arratia et al [2]. Note that
another possible approach to overcome dependencies between weakly dependent random variables is
the Stein—-Chen method (see, for example, [13]) for establishing Poisson approximations. For example,
Malinovsky [16] recently presented a proof of Theorem using this method.

Finally, in [II] a similar result for the maximum number of s-cliques sharing a single vertex was
proven.

Note that all the above statistics are particular cases of extension numbers that were studied by
Spencer in [22] 23], who was inspired by the fact that properties of these statistics constitute the basis of
the argument for the validity of first order 0-1 laws for sparse random graphs [I5], [20]. These statistics
also appear to be useful in many other applications, see, e.g. [4, B [6]. An extension is simply a rooted
subgraph of a given graph isomorphic to a fixed pattern rooted graph. Formally, let H be a graph with
a distinguished set of roots R = {uy,...,us}, and let S = {usy1,...,us} be all the other vertices of H
(expansion set). An (R, H)-extension of a tuple of vertices T' = (z1,...,x) is a graph G on {z1,..., 25}
such that for all 7 < j such that j > ¢, the vertices u;, u; are adjacent in H if and only if x;, z; are adjacent
in G. Fix a rooted graph (R, H) and a t-tuple T' from [n] := {1,...,n}. Denote by X(T') := X (g g)(T) —
extension count — the total number of (R, H)-extensions of T in G(n,p) (note that we count extensions
as not necessarily induced subgraphs). Spencer [23] proved the law of large numbers for the number of
extensions in the case when (R, H) is grounded (there is at least one edge between the set of roots and
the expansion set in H) and strictly balanced (extensions in which all proper subextensions have a strictly
lower density) rooted graph and p is large enough. These results were recently refined in [21].

In the current paper we consider G(n,p = const) (in order to avoid hard technical details; however,
at least some of our results can be generalised to a wider range of p = p(n)) and address the following
general question.

Given a rooted graph (R, H), what is the asymptotical distribution of the maximum of X (T)
over all possible choices of r-tuples T'7

More precisely, are there a, and b, such that 22T XTI =an o, nverses weakly to a non-generate distri-

bution, and what is the limit distribution if this is the case? For convenience, we consider only fully
grounded rooted graphs (R, H), i.e. every root has at least 1 non-root neighbour. This assumption does



not cause any loss in generality since clearly roots that are not adjacent to non-root vertices do not affect
the maximum statistics we are looking at. In this paper we answer positively to the above question under
certain conditions on (R, H). More precisely, let us call (R, H) symmetric, if the set of root vertices R can
be divided into disjoint classes so that each non-root vertex is either not connected to the root set in H
or is connected to all vertices of exactly one class. So the expansion set S(H) forms an arbitrary graph,
and the only constraint is that the bipartite graph between S(H) and R is a disjoint union of complete
bipartite subgraphs. Further in this section, we state the main result of our paper claiming a limit law for
every symmetric extension. It generalises all the above mentioned results. Let us give various examples
(see Fig. [1)) of symmetric rooted graphs including the three instances for which the limit law was known:

o

(a) edge extension o (c) extension of a single vertex by a 5-

(b) common neighbour extension for k = 5 clique

(d) bijective clique extension for m = 3 (e) extension by path of length 5
Fig. 1: symmetric rooted graphs, roots are in red

a) H is a single edge with a single root. Then X (g g)(v) = deg(v), the asymptotic distribution of the
maximum degree was described in Theorem

b) H is a star graph with k rays, all leaves are roots. In this case X(g g (v1,...,vr) = deg(vi, ..., vx),
that denotes the number of common neighbours of vertices vy, ..., v, in G(n, p), the respective maximum
was studied in [18]. In what follows, we denote by deg(U) and N¢(U) the number of common neighbours
and the set of common neighbours of vertices from the set U in G respectively. We omit the subscript
G, when the host graph G is clear from the context.

c¢) H is an s-clique with a single vertex being root. So X (g g)(v) is the number of s-clicks that share
v. The respective maximum was studied in [I1].

Note that in the above three cases the bipartite graph between the set of roots and the expansion set
is complete (i.e. there is a single class of roots), which appears to be crucial for the limit distribution
to be from the Gumbel family. Let us give other two illustrative examples of symmetric extensions with
several classes of roots:

d) H consists of a set of roots and an expansion set of equal size m, the bipartite graph between
them is a matching, and the expansion set induces an m-clique. We call such an extension a bijective
(m-)clique extension. Note that in this case there are m classes of roots, each one consists of a single
vertex.

e) H is a simple path between two vertices x1, x2, the set of roots is R = {x1,x2}. There are exactly
two classes of roots {z1} and {x2}. Note that the respective maximum statistics is the maximum number



of paths of a given length between a pair vertices.
As we will see later, the limit distributions of the maximum statistics related to the last two extensions
do not belong to the Gumbel family.

Let us now introduce the necessary notations and state the main result of our paper. Consider a
symmetric fully grounded rooted graph (R, H) with h vertices and f edges induced by the expansion
set S(H). Let its set of roots R be divided into classes (in accordance with the definition of classes
of roots of symmetric extensions) such that, for every i € [r], there are exactly m; classes of size k;
(here, k1 < ... < k, are cardinalities of all the root classes that are presented in H). It turns out
that the limiting distribution (but not the scaling constants) depends solely on the bipartite rooted
subgraph of H consisting of the same set of roots, vertices that are adjacent to at least one root in H
and edges between the roots and non-roots. This subgraph is defined by the vector W (H) := ((m1, k1),
(mao, k), ..., (m., k) as well as the vector of cardinalities of sets of vertices from the expansion set that
are adjacent to all roots from a class (over all classes). Thus, to determine this subgraph completely, we
consider g¢;;, ¢ € [r], j € [m;], being the number of common neighbours of the jth root class of size k;
in the expansion set. Without loss of generality we assume that g;1 > ... > g;m, for every i € [r]. Let
us denote by g; := E;"Zl gi,; the number of vertices adjacent to all roots from a certain class of size k;,
and by g := Y _._, g; the total number of vertices adjacent to at least one root. Finally, let s > 0 be the
number of vertices from the expansion set that are not adjacent to roots. Clearly,

IR|+g+s=h . (1)

Theorem 1.2. Within the above notations, define
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where the vectors n; = (05, j € [my]) are mutually independent and have densities

—Tm;

P, (T1,22, 0 Ty) =€ e 2 e i eTC T (1 > X0 > > Ty,).

Let us now briefly discuss the methods of the proof. It seems natural that the maximum number of
extensions is achieved at the set of roots whose classes have maximum number of common neighbours. For
example, it turns out that the maximum number of paths of a given length is drawn between two vertices
with the first and the second maximum degrees. In the same way, a pair of vertices with maximum
number of common neighbours has maximum possible number of k-cliques inside its neighbourhood.
This can be proven using a conditional mazimisation method that we distill from [II] and develop and
generalise in the present paper. In [I1I] in this way the limit distribution of the maximum number of
k-cliques sharing a single vertex was studied. Let us briefly recall the main line of the proof. For every
vertex ¢ of the random graph, consider its degree deg(i), and let Y; be the expected number of k-cliques
containing ¢ conditioned on deg(i). The key argument that allows to transfer the limit distribution of
max Y; to the desired maximum number of k-cliques sharing a single vertex is

Lemma 1.3 (M. Isaev, I. Rodionov, R. Zhang, M. Zhukovskii [I1]). Let X(n) € R% d = d(n), be a
sequence of random vectors, a, and b, — two sequences of constants, and F be a continuous cdf.
Let for any x such that 0 < F(x) < 1:



1. TI, Pr(Y; < ay + bpz) — F(x),
2. Pr(max;eq Yi < ayn + byw) — F(1),
3. for any fixed € > 0,
Pr(|X; = Yi| > ebyn) = o(1)Pr(Y; > a, + brx) uniformly over all i € [d]. (4)

Then Pr(max;erq Xi < an + bpx) — F(x) as well.

In the present paper we generalise this techniques to symmetric rooted graphs with arbitrary root
classes. This is possible since the conditional expectation is a monotone function of cardinalities of
common neighbourhoods of root classes. For this reason, we find the limiting distribution of the vector
of maximums Ai“ ko & € [r],J € [my], where Ai, i 18 the jth maximum number of common neighbours of a
k-set in G(n,p). This generalises the main result of [I8]. Note that, in particular, we show that whp the
maximums are achieved at disjoint sets of roots (m; sets of size k1, ma sets of size ko, etc). Thus, this is

possible to find explicitly the average number of (R, H)-extensions of these maximising sets of roots.

Let us now apply Theorem to rooted graphs described in a)-e). All these rooted graphs have
r=1.

Note that all the rooted graphs defined in a), b), ¢) have m; = 1 implying that the limit distribution
belongs to the Gumbel family. In particular, consider a rooted graph with k; roots and g pairwise adjacent
non-roots, that are also adjacent to every root. This rooted graph generalises all rooted graphs from a),
b), ¢). For the maximum number maxy X (7") of such extensions in G(n,p) we get (we let k = k)

Corollary 1.4. Letr =1, m; =1 and s =0. Let

np*)9—1 (9) n n[drkIlnn
a, = () P )gg! p [npk‘ +V2nInngy/kp¥F(1 — pk) (1 - ;k({::l - [jkfnln })] ,
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A n, where n has cdf e~

Note that this number maxr X (T') is exactly the maximum number of g-cliques with at least k common
neighbours of their vertices. It is worth mentioning that this claim was announced in [18], however its
complete proof was not presented.

Let us apply Theoremto the case d). Here W(H) = (m,1),v=0,g1;, =1L, g1 =g=m, f = ().
By Theorem [1.2] we get that the cdf of the limiting random variable equals

z/m  p(x—tm)/(m—1) T—tm—...—t2 .
F(z) = / / . / e™¢ MeTtmeTtm—1 et . dt,,. (5)
—00 tm to

After accurate calculations, we can verify that its density function equals

_e—:c/m 7e—m/m t
. [e e
plx) =e (m' + P(z) [m tdt>

for some polynomial P since F(x) can be represented as

m/m —t —mitm, m
F(gc) - f e mdtm —e” Z (i,ll)!fi(ﬂﬂ), where
e =2
T— 5 /i (6)
x/m _, (w=tm)/(m=1) ( j:%:“tj)/
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Note that Ei(y) = [ %tdt is an exponential integral which is not an elementary function. Thus:
—o0



Corollary 1.5. Let (R, H) be a rooted graph presented on Fig. .d) with a clique of size m > 2. Let

an = (np)"plE) |+ V20T /(T =) (“W)] b = (g5 )

Then %TET)_Q” 4 n, where n has cdf described in (EI)

Finally, we apply Theorem to the case e), which corresponds to the maximum number of paths
with ¢ > 3 edges between two vertices (¢ = 2,3 are special cases of Corollaries and respectively).
Here W(H) = (2,1), v =0—3,01; = 1,1 = g = 2, f = £ —2. Note that the limit distribution is a
particular case of with m = 2 since, as we noted above, the limit distribution depends only on W (H)
and (gi;), so its density equals

/1’/2/ e—t2 ot 7t1dt1dt2 g /e—ﬂc/2 itdt

T dx . t

Thus, we got the following result:

Corollary 1.6. Let (R, H) be a rooted graph presented on Fig. . e) with a path of length ¢ > 4. Let

o= ()7 [+ 20/Banp( =) (1= B, gyt M)
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Then %(T)_a" 4 n, where 1 has density —e *Ei(—e~%/?).

So, indeed, the limit distributions of the maximum statistics from d) and e) does not belong to the
Gumbel family.

The rest of the paper is organised as follows. In Section 2] we recall and state several auxiliary claims
about the random graph related to the binomial distribution that we use later in the proof. Section
is devoted to the joint limit distribution of scaled maximum numbers of common neighbours. The main
result is proved in Section |4} Section [5]is devoted to a discussion of further questions.

2 Preliminaries

When working with maximum numbers of extensions, we frequently use asymptotical expressions for tails
of binomial distribution from [I8, Section 2.1], that follow from the de Moivre-Laplace limit theorem. In
particular, the de Moivre-Laplace limit theorem immediately implies

Claim 2.1. Fix { € N and x > 0. Consider arbitrary { vertices a1, as, ..., ay in the random graph. Then

1 1
Pr < deg(ay, ..., as) — np*| > \/anpf(l —p‘)lnn) = nm\—/‘_%. (7)

Let us denote for convenience I'y = np® + \/ 2(npt(1 — p%)Inn. By the union bound, the number of
common neighbours of every set of ¢ vertices is at most I'y. Further in the work, in many places we
restrict the probability space of graphs to only those graphs in which this property is satisfied for all
¢ < k, where k is a predefined fixed integer. We call this subspace Q,, (omitting the dependence of k in
the notation since it is always clear from the context), this narrowing would not affect convergences of
probabilities to 0 or 1.

We also use the main result from [I8] about the limit distribution of the maximum number of common
neighbours.



Theorem 2.2 (I. Rodionov, M. Zhukovskii [I8]). Let AT, (k,m € N) be the m-th highest number of
common neighbours of k wvertices in G(n,p), where the mazimum is taken over all possible k-tuples of
distinct vertices. Let the probability of drawing an edge p = p(n) € (0,1) be such that

p . Inn Inlnn
pr>—-7—> 1—p> as n — oo.
n n

In(k!)  Infdrk lnn]> b= pF(1 — pF)n (8)

Let
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Then 'l’:ik' converges in distribution to a random variable with cdf e=¢ = ) ¢
J=0

We also use the asymptotics of the probability that a fixed k-set U has more than a,,  + b, , common
neighbours. Denoting this event by By (z), using the de Moivre-Laplace limit theorem, it is easy to see
(the full proof can be found in [I8, Section 2.1]) that

k!

Pr(By(z)) ~ n—];e*g” as m — 00. (9)

In Appendix, we prove the useful technical lemma which is stated below. It claims that the maximum
numbers of common neighbours are achieved at non-overlapping sets. We use this lemma to show that the
maximum number of extensions is achieved at those disjoint root classes that, in turn, admit maximum
numbers of respective subextensions by common neighbours.

Lemma 2.3. Let m;,k; € N, i € [r],r € N, and all k; be distinct. Let U, ;, i € [r],j € [m;], be k;-sets
such that cardinalities of their common neighborhoods are mazimum, i.e. for every i € [r] deg(U;1) >
... > deg(U; m,) are cardinalities of m; biggest common neighborhoods among all k;-sets. Then whp all
Ui,; are disjoint.

We move the proof to Appendix B since it is actually a generalisation of a particular case of this result
proven (implicitly) in [I8], and we use exactly the same proof strategy.

3 Joint distribution of maxima

The limit distribution of the scaled maximum number of extensions in Theorem [[.2]is in fact entirely
determined by the joint distribution of the maximum numbers of common neighbours of sets of vertices
of respective sizes, which is studied in this section. In the first subsection, we find the joint distribution
of Ay i, = A}L, k> & € [r], — maxima cardinalities of common neighborhoods of k; vertices for distinct
k1,..., k. In the second subsection, using this result, we find the limit joint distribution of the first m;
largest numbers of common neighbours of k; vertices, i € [r].

3.1 Maximum neighborhoods

It is shown here that the scaled maximum numbers of common neighbours are almost independent. More
precisely, the following generalisation of Theorem (for constant p) is proved:

Claim 3.1. Let some x1,xa,...,2 € R be fired. Then

Ay kg —an,k Ap oy —0n Kk A —a LemT1 w2 e
Pr =f Tk g TmkeTTmibe g, Smeke TOnke g ) 3 @78 -e” ¢ N asn — oo
bn,kl - ’ bn,kQ - ’ ’ bn,k.,v - ’

where constants an, g, ,bn k;, are defined in (@)

Denote by X; = X;(z;), ¢ € [r], the number of sets of k; vertices that have a “large” number of common
neighbours, namely, more than a,, g, +by, k, ;. Then our goal is to bound Pr(X; =0,X, =0,..., X, =0).



Lower bound
PI’(Xl = 0,X2 = O, N ,XT = 0) 2 PI’(X1 = O)PF(XQ = 0) e PF(XT = 0)

is a consequence of [I, Theorem 6.3.3] — an application of the well-known FKG-inequality [I, Theorem
6.2.1]. Indeed, the properties of the absence of sets with a large number of common neighbours are
decreasing functions of the edges of the random G(n,p). The limit of the right-hand side of this bound
coincides with the limit distribution in Claim [B.1] due to Theorem 221

Upper bound is in fact similar to the proof of [I8 Lemma 1] and follows almost directly from [I,
Lemma 3.1]. Let us recall the requirements and the statement of this lemma.

Let us denote by T the set of all subsets of vertices in G(n,p) of one of the sizes ki, ks, ..., k.. We
consider two families of events: {By} and {By} = {By N {G € Q,}}, where U = {u1, ..., u,}, i € [r],
is an arbitrary set in T. Note that z; is substituted into the definition of By = By (x;) according to the
size of U. Thus our aim is to bound Pr((\,c Bu) < Pr(Nyer By ). To do this, we use the following key
lemma from [II, Lemma 3.1].

Lemma 3.2 (M. Isaev, I. Rodionov, R. Zhang, M. Zhukovskii [T1]). Let (A;);c[aq) be the set of events
with non-zero probabilities. If sets (D; C [d]\{i})ic[q) satisfy

Pr U AJ|AZ — Pr U Aj S @,

JELi—1\D; jeli—1\D;

for some ¢ >0 and all i € [d], then

Pri (4] <JIP@A)+¢|1-]]Prd) ]| +A, (10)

i€ [d] i€[d] i€[d]

where A = A(A, D)= > Pr <Ai n U Aj) Pr(Ayp).
1€[d] j€i—1]UuD; Led)\[4]
It is useful to choose D; to be the set of all j # i so that A; strongly depends on A;. We order all
U €T, and let A; = By for the ith set U. We also let j € D; whenever the jth set of T" has a non-empty
intersection with the ith set from 7. Then

= exp Z =g, +o(1) |,

i€[r]

H Pr(4;) = H Pr(?U) = exp lz In(1 — Pr(By))

UeT UeT

where A, = > Pr(By). In [I8, Section 2.3.1] it is proved that A, ~ e~** as n — co. Thus, it
UcC[n],|U|=k
suffices to verify that A = o(1) and ¢ = o(1).
Let us first prove that A = o(1). In the proof of Lemma it is shown that for arbitrary 4,j € [r]
and an arbitraty C' € R

5 Pr <deg(U) > an g, + Oy ——, deg(V) > app, +Cy | ) G € Qn> =0.
’ Inn ™ Inn
UNVA@,|U =k, |V |=k; UAV

Choose C' sufficiently small and get

A< > Pr(By N By) = o(1).
UeT,VeT: VNU#L



In remains to prove that ¢ = o(1). For every U € T

pr< U BV‘BU>—Pr< U BV>§

VNU=2 VNnU=2

gm( U degG\U(V)>an7ki+$ibn,ki|U|>Pr( U BV>,

VnU=9 VnU=g

where k; = k;(V) = |V] and z; = z;(V) is defined accordingly. So due to the union bound and the de
Moivre—-Laplace limit theorem we get

Pr( U Bv]BU> —Pr( U Bv> < 3" Pr(deg(V) € [~kr, 0] + apg, + Tibas,) = 0

VnU=2 VnU=2 VcT

uniformly over i € [d], implying that ¢ = o(1) and completing the proof.

3.2 First m; maxima

For ¢ € [r] and j € [m,], let & ; be the centered and normalised j-th maximum number of common
neighbours of k; vertices in G(n, p) with the scaling constants defined in , ie.

J
An,ki - an’ki
gi,j = .

bTL,k)i
The purpose of this section is to find the limiting distribution of the random vector £ comprising all
T

s =y m; random variables &; ;, i € [r], j € [m,].

i=1

For # € R® we will denote its coordinates by z; ;, ¢ € [r], j € [m;], for convenience. Clearly, it is
sufficient to study the distribution of £ on the set Y ={z € R* : Vi € [r] i, < Tim—1 < ... < i1},
since from the definition & 1, < & m,—1-.. < &1 for every i € [r]. Fix x € R®. For i € [r], set
A() ={&1 < 21,82 < Ti2s o5 &imy < Tim, -

Forie[r],t€[m]and 1 < /¢ </ly <...</l_1 <my, define

A(isly, .o l—y) = &1 € (@i i 11)s -5 &iim1 € [Tie_y s Tise, 1 41)s &t < Tim, )

— the event, saying that each &;; (but the smallest one) is between two consecutive coordinates of .
Clearly, A(7) is the disjoint union of all possible A(é;¢1,...,¢;—1). So, in order to find the distribution of
& it is sufficient to find it on all Cartesian products of events A(i; ¢y, ..., ¢—1) over i € [r]. As we will see
later, in order to compute density of the limit distribution of &, it is sufficient to find the measure of a
one “simple brick” D = Dy x ... x D,., where:

Di={&1 € [vi2,wi1],8i2 € [Ti3, izl &imi—1 € [Timys Tims—1), §iomy < Tiom, }- (11)

Let us also restrict the probability space only to those graphs in which the first m; maxima numbers
of common neighbours of k;-sets are reached at non-overlapping sets over all ¢ € [r]. We denote this event
as DisjRoots. From Lemma whp DisjRoots happens, so the limit of Pr(Dy x Dy x ... x D,) is the
same as the probability limit of D’ = D1 X Dy X ... X D, N DisjRoots.

Now we consider the set of disjoint events D'(w),w € W, where W = (U;;,t € [r],j € [m; — 1]) —
the set of all tuples of disjoint sets U; ; of size k;, and

r max deg(V;) — an i,
. deg(U; ;) — an i, VieG/U,|Vi|=k; o
D'(w) =4V € [mi—1] deg(Uis) — ans bJ) € [ij+1,2i4]; 5 < Tim, ¢
i=1 n,k; n,k;i
where U = LJ U; ;. It is obvious that

i€[r],j€[m;—1]

> Pr(D'(w)) — Pr(DisjRoots) < Pr(D') <Y Pr(D'(w)),

w



so it is enough to estimate the sum of Pr(D’(w)) over w € W. The total number of vectors in W is

= (0) () () ()

n—(my— 1)k — (ma — 2)ks n—y (m; — Dk +k\ n!YI(1 4+ o(1))
ko o k, (k)= (kglyma =1 (ke ymr =1
(12)
Let us order pairs (i,j) lexicographically. Denote G;; = G/ |J Uy . Then we have for each
(i,3")< (i)

we W: 1 W
. . egq,; (Vij) — ank;, +€ij
D’(w) = {VZ S [7’] V] S [ml - 1] Gis Jb . d [$¢7j+1,$i7j],
max degG/U(Vi) — Gk, + €

vie(5LY)

Vi € [r]

< Tim; )
bn,ki

where ¢; ; and ¢; are random variable equal to the number of common neighbours of U; ; and V; respectively
among the union of the previous ones in the our enumeration {U; ;}. It is clear that for all ¢ € [r],j € [m,],
€, €i,; < |R| = const. Using this, and the consequence of the De Moivre-Laplace theorem @ we get that
the probability limit is

lim Pr(D'(w)) = H ((ki)!(e_m ZT) L x Ble e - ezi:mi_l)) X

n—00 nki nki
i=1
max degG/U(Vl) — Qnky max degG/U(VT) — Onk,
vie(%Y) V.e(G/U
. 1 k1 ""e( kr )
x lim Pr < Timys s < Zrom,
n—o00 bn iy bn. k..

Using the probability limit for the last factor from Claim and the asymptotics on |[W]| , we get
. _ . ! _ . / _
nhﬁngo Pr(D) = nl;rr;o Pr(D") = Z 711;12O Pr(D'(w)) =

weWw
= H ((e7™i2 —e™in) . (e7™0% —e %) .. (e7Timi — g Phmi=1)) . H eme = F(x) .
i=1 =1
We denote by A the set of all Cartesian products of A(%;¢1,...,¢—1) over i € [r]. In the same way
as above, it is easy to see that the limit probability of the j-th set A; = A(1;€],...,0;,_1) X ... X
A(rily,... 0] )€ Alis

T T
Tj (x) = H(eiaji,é?rl _ e*f”z‘,zi) . (eimi,eéJrl _ e_wi,éé) R (e w”ftrn“ —e wi‘lftl—l)) . He—eﬂ”»"”i )
i=1 i=1
It is easy to see that the density of limit distribution of £ equals
| Al
0° 0°
:75 T; =——F =
p(xlv 7373) 8961...8565 ; j(xlv 7373) 8961...8x5 (xh 7173)

i1
s

— a 88 a H(e*fvi,z _ 6*11,1)(6*%‘,3 _ 6*11,2) o (67Ii,mi _ 67Ii,m,i71) . 676
X1...0Tg

—x; .
i,m;

i=1
Expanding all brackets and differentiating, we obtain

Claim 3.3. & converges in distribution to a random vector with an absolutely continuous distribution

T
with pdf p(x1,...,2s) = [[ pi(®ia, Ti2, ... Tim,), where each

i=1

@ —a _
pi(x1, Ty Ty,) =€ e e

10



Note that Theorem [T.1] and Theorem [2.2] are particular cases of Claim [3.9] for constant p.

4 Proof of the main result

In this section we prove the main result of the paper, Theorem by implementing the conditional
maximisation method described in Introduction. Let us consider in G(n,p) an arbitrary ordered set of
vertices T' of cardinality |R| and its partition into root classes A;;,i € [r],j € [m;]. Let Y(T) be the
number of (R, H)-extensions conditioned on numbers of common neighbours for all root classes A;;. Thus

Y(T) = E(X(r,m(T)| degg(Aij) i € [r], € [mi]). (13)

The general idea is to find the limit distribution of a scaled max Y (T') and then prove that the maximum
number of extensions mj@xX (T') is not much different from it and so converges to the same distribution.

It is worth noting that we can not do the same as in [II] and directly apply Lemma since the first
condition is not satisfied in our settings: the product of probabilities does not converge to the limit
distribution of maxima. However, we state a more general lemma, which is sufficient for our purposes:

Lemma 4.1. Let X = X(n) € R% d = d(n), be a sequence of random vectors. Let a, and b, be two
sequences of real constants, and let F be a continuous cdf. Let, for any x € R such that 0 < F(z) <1,

1. Pr(max;ciq Y; < an + bpx) = F(x),

2. for any fized € > 0,
d

> Pr(|X; = Yi| > eby) = o(1) . (14)

i=1
Then Pr(max;e(q Xi < an + bpx) — F(x) for all x € R.

The proof of this lemma is similar to the proof of Lemma [I.3} it can be found in Appendix A. We
verify the first requirement in Lemma with cdf defined in in Section 4.1. The second condition is
verified using Janson inequality and a similar (but weaker) upper tail bound in Section 4.2 completing
the proof of Theorem [1.2

4.1 Convergence of the expected conditional number of extensions

Here we will havily rely on Claim
Consider an arbitrary set of vertices T of size |R| and its partition in accordance with W (H):

T= |_| A,L', A,L' = I_l Ai,ja where ‘Ai7j| = ki~
i=1 j=1

Then for Y (T') defined in we have:
Y(T)=p'(n—h+s)-(n—h+s—1)-...-(n—h+1)-E(S(T)|deg(A; ;),i € [r],j € [mi]),

where S(T') is the number of (R, H')-extensions of T" in G(n,p), and H’ is obtained from H by deleting
all non-root vertices that are not adjacent to roots and also all edges between all the remaining non-root
vertices.

Let us estimate the conditional expectation of S(T'). From the definition of symmetric extensions,
each vertex of this “first” level in H is connected to exactly one of the sets of roots corresponding to A; ;
in G(n,p). Note that, if U is the set of all common neighbours of A ; in G(n, p), then it may happen that
some other A; ; has common neighbours in U or that some roots from 7" belong to U. Then obviously

[T (@) 9 cesmaaniepliemns [T (“44)),
]

i€lr],j€lm: Gig icrleim ~ I

11



Thus, assuming that all deg(4; ;) — oo as n — oo, we get that

deg(A; ;)9 1
_ [, 5]
Y(T)=p'n iem|je| . BT 1+0 dai))) (15)

Denote 9; j = deg(Aig)=anks oith constants Ak, by i defined in @) Note that for every i € [r], the

bn,ki
first m; maxima of wzj over A;j equal &1 > & ... > & m,, Where & ; are defined in Section 3.2. Since
Anke ~ Ny by g ~ /15, and whp v ; = O(Inn) (we further restrict the space of graphs to those in which

this condition is satisfied, the convergence of probabilities does not change), then whp

Y(T)=a(n)+bn)+o (nsﬂl\/g) ,

where
(n) pfns H j§1 9ij pfng+s—1 Z ks JZL i
a\n) = ——(———> a k. ~N —m—mM— np =
[I 9i,5! i) o I1 i 5!
iclr],jelmal i€[r],j€[mi]

rfm ki 52 gi,jq) In(k;!)  In[dnk; lnn)
2n1 g <j:1 R (1 —phi) (11— - — ; -
+ \/m Z Z gij | p kip ( p ) ( 2k; Inn 4k;Inn ) i

i=1 \j=1
fos r %gi,j—l r Zijl 9ir
p'n = =
)= —1 D |, [T, Zglﬂ/’w
) ) UL a1 i
i€[r],j€[my]
fostg—1 XT: ki 3 9i,j
~ pn n ==
i€[r],j€lm;] =

Z Z 9i,ji5

By Claim and Slutsky’s theorem,
Y(T) — ay - 1— phi & d
m%x bn = ; k’zpkb ;gi,jfi,j + OP(l) -1, (16)

where 7 has cdf defined in . Note that the equality in holds true due to the descending order
of g; ; for each fixed 7 since &1 > ... > & ;. It is also worth noting that whp the maximum of Y (T')
coincides with the point-wise maximum (i.e. is achieved at A; ; that have maximum numbers of common
neighbours). Finally, Lemma together with imply the first requirement in Lemma

Remark. The pdf could be found explicitly due to Claim[3.3 Note that in the case r =1, we may
divide both parts of 16 by

avozdmg the dependency of the limit distribution of p.

4.2 Deviation from the expected conditional number of extensions

Here, using Janson-type correlation inequalities, we check the condition :
> Pr(IX(T) = Y/(T)| > eby) = o(1) .
T

Obviously, it suffices to show that uniformly over all root sets T in G(n,p), |T| = |R|, the proba-
bility of such deviation is o(ﬁ). We use the same notation for A;; as in the previous section. Due

12



to Claim and the union bound, with probability o(ﬁ) for at least one of the constantly many
sets A;; in the decomposition of T the number of common neigbours deg(4; ;) differs from np*: by
more than /2|R[np¥ (1 — p*i)Inn. Let S; be the set of all integers that differ from np* by at most
V/2|R|np¥i (1 — pFi) Inn. Then

Pr(|X(T) = Y(T)| > bne) < max Pr(|X(T) = Y(T)| > bne | deg(As;) = si, i € [1]. € [mi])+o <n|13|> :

Let us first get an upper tail bound using the inequality from [I4] Proposition 2.44]. For convenience we
recall this inequality below:

Claim 4.2 (V. Rédl, A. Ruciniski [19]). Let 'y, be a binomial random subset of a finite set I', and let F
be a family of subsets inT'. Let Z =3 . r I(F CT)) count the number of times when F € F appear as
subsets of T',. Let D be the mazimum (over F) number of sets in F that overlap with a single F € F.
Then, for everyt > 0,

—¢2
Pr(Z>EZ+t) <(D+1)exp [4(D—|— 1)(EZ—|—t/3)} .

Now we fix s;; € S;, ¢ € [r],j € [m;], and also fix subsets S; ; € [n] \ T of sizes s; ;. Assume that
N(A;;) = S;; foralli € [r],j € [m;]. In order to apply Claim [£.2] we let T to be the set of all edges that
have both end-points outside T'. Let Z count the number of (R, H)-extensions of T. Then the family F
consists of sets of edges induced by sets of vertices of size O(n"~I%) and thus D = O(n"~1%=2). Recall
that b, = O(n*t9=1, /7)) = O(n"~IRI=L, /T by . Therefore, from and the definition of S it
follows that that E(X(T) |deg(A1.1),...,deg(Aym,)) = O(n"~1E). Thus, using Claim

Pr(X(T) — Y/(T) > b(n)e |deg(Ai ;) = sij,i € [r],§ € [mi]) <n®Wexp [—@ (L)} . (17)

Inn

To get the lower tail bound, we use the Janson’s inequality [14, Theorem 2.14]. Since the expected
number D of edge-crossing extensions is O(n2(h_‘RD_2), we get:
. . b2e? n
Pr(X(T)—-Y(T) < —b(n)e | deg(Ai ;) = sij,i € [r],j € [mi]) <exp |——=| =exp [—@ (—)} .
' ' 2D Inn
(18)
Combining and , we finish the proof of and, thus, the proof of Theorem as well.

5 Further questions

We believe that our techniques can be used to prove the convergence of a rescaled maximum number of
extensions even for non-symmetric (R, H), while it should be hard to find the limit distribution.

(2] (1

Fig. 2: a non-symmetric rooted graph, roots are in red
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In particular, for the probably easiest non-symmetric (R, H) consisting of two roots vy, v2 and two adjacent
non-roots up, us such that uy is adjacent to both vy, vy, and us is only adjacent to ve (see Fig. , we
need a local limit theorem for vectors of dependent binomial random variables, which may be hard to
eliminate. Also, achieving a sufficient upper bound for A to apply Lemma could be technically very
involved. Though we shall note that vertices of H that are not adjacent to R do not cause any additional
difficulties.

Note that Bollobas [7], Ivchenko [I2] and Rodionov, Zhukovskii [I8] studied also m-th maxima of
cardinalities of common neighborhoods. It is of interest to get similar results for arbitrary symmetric
extensions, while it might be not so evident when r > 1 (let us recall that = is the number of different
cardinalities of root classes) or when r = 1 and m > 2.

Finally, our results can be generalised to p = p(n) = o(1) (but p > n~¢ for some small enough constant
€ > 0) when r = 1. For larger r, the limit distribution that we get depends on p. So, for r > 1 and
p = 0o(1), the limit behaviour of the maximum number of extensions should be different.
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Appendix

A. Proof of Lemma 4.1

Let us denote A; = A;(x) := {Y; > an + bpz}, B; := {X; > a, + bya} for all i € [d]. Note that it is
sufficient to prove Lemma [4.1|for all z € R such that 0 < F(z) < 1. Let us fix such an z € R. Find § > 0
such that 0 < F(x —0) < F(z + ) < 1. Let € € (0,9). We also denote AS := A;(x + ). The following
inequalities hold:

Uas|-pr{UB|<pr| U4\ B | <D Pr(ai\By).
i€[d]

i€[d] i€[d] i€[d] i€[d]
The condition implies > Pr(AS\B;) = o(1), so
i1€[d]
Pr UBi > Pr LJA6 —o(1).
i€[d] i€[d]

But from the first requirement in Lemma

1—Pr UAf — F(x +¢).
i€[d]

Recalling that F' is continuous and that the above holds for any ¢ € (0, ), we conclude that

1—Pr| |J Bi| <F(z)+o(1).
igld]
The lower bound 1—Pr(U;e(q B;) > F(x)—o(1) is obtained similarly, using the events A;E = A;(x—¢)

and the relation ) Pr(B;\A; ) = o(1) that follows directly from the condition
i€[d]
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B. Proof of Lemma 2.3

Since all the considered parameters are constants, it is sufficient to prove that, for any positive integers
k1 > ko > k and mq, ma whp the intersection of Uy ,,, with Uj ,,, does not equal to k. Let us denote this
event by A := A(kq, ka,k, m1, ma). Let us separately consider the case when the second set is a subset
of the first set, i.e. k1 > ko = k.

Proof for the first case:
Let us estimate the probability of A by the union bound over all choices of two sets U; C Us on the
role of Uy, and Uz p,:

n n—k+k
Pr(A)g(,ﬁ_kz)( " 2>-Pr<U1,m1{1,...,k1},U2,m2{1,...,k2}>.

Fix £ > 0. From Theorem [2.2] the limit distribution of the maximum number of common neighbours
implies that there exists a constant C' = C(¢) and an index ng starting from which:

Pr(|AZﬁn —ap | 20 \/5) <e/4,
Pr(|AL2, — k| = C - \/5s) <eg/4

Hence, for n > ng:

n n—ki+ ko n . €
< : : k) — an, W —— for i = .
Pr(4) < (lﬁ B kz) ( ko ) Pr<|deg(17 ki) —ag, | < C o for i 1,2) + 5 (19)

We write the internal probability in the following simple way:

[ n n
—_— — < — | <
<C lnn,|deg(1, Jk2) — Gy ] < C lnn> <

< Z Pr(N(l,...,k;ﬂ:X)Pr(|deg(1,...,k2)—ak2,n|SC —

Pr (| deg(1,...,k1) — Gk

Inn

X =ag)

XCln]: <C

VoarT

(20)

By the triangle inequality, the conditional probability in is bounded from above by the probability

that the number of neighbours of Uy in [n]\(X U Uy) differs from ag, , — |X| by no more than 2C' /.
By the de Moivre-Laplace limit theorem, the probability of the latter event approaches 0 as n — oc.

From and we get:

n n—ky + ko n €
0 S Pr(A) S 0[(]{}1 ]{}2) . ( kg ) - Pr (deg(177k1) _ak17n| S C )jl + 5 : (21)

Inn

From (§8)) and @) it follows that Pr(|deg(1,..., k1) — ag, | < C\/7%) = O(n~*1) implying that the
first summand in the right hand side of approaches 0 as n — co. Due to arbitrariness of €, the proof
is completed.

]

Now consider the case when none of the sets is nested in the other, i.e. 1 < k < min(kq, ko). In [I8
Section 2.3.2], this statement is proven in the particular case k1 = ko. Our proof is similar, and we will
use the bounds from [I8 Section 2.3.2] to get our results as well.

Proof for the second case:
First, let’s narrow down the probability space to graphs with a “small” number of common neighbours:

Pr(A) <Pr(AN{G(n,p) € Qn}) + Pr(G(n,p) ¢ Q,).
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As discussed in Section 2, the second term tends to 0. In what follows, we estimate only the joint
probability. Fix € > 0. From Theorem there exists a constant C' = C(e) such that starting from some
ng € N:

Pr(A, —ak,n < —C- /) <e/4,
Pr(Ay2, — aryn < —C - \/1ns) <e/4.

Then similarly to the previous case:

n n—=k n—kq
<
rantcmn e = (3) (120 (L)
XPr(deg(l,...,kl)—akl,n oo deglh k1 kT = k)~ rn

Vvn/lnn vn/lnn

Hence, it suffices to prove that the fourth factor (probability of the event) is o(n~(¥1+#2=k)) Denote
b1 =ak, n — Cw/ﬁ, ba = apy,m — Cy /ﬁ. It is obvious from the definition of Q,, that

> —C,G(n,p) € Qn>+;.

Pr (deg([k1]) > b1,deg([k1 + ko] \ [k1] — k) > b2, G(n,p) € Q,) <
< Z Pr(&, px = ’Z:)Pr(gi7pk1—k > by — (ko — k’))Pr(gimkz—k > by — (k1 — k))+

+ Pr(&, p» < npk — \/2(I€1 + ko)pk(1 — pF)nlnn), (22)

where the summation is over i € (npk — /2(k1 + k2)pF(1 — pF)nlnn, Fk] From Claim [2.1| we get that

n~(F1+52) (11 6(1)) _ O(H—(k1+k2))
24/ (k1+k2)mInn
By the de Moivre-Laplace limit theorem, uniformly over i:

the second term is . Therefore, it suffices to estimate only the first sum.

(np*—i)?

g e il (1+0(1). (23)

T = ()

By the de Moivre-Laplace limit theorem (here we skip the computations, that can be found in [I8]
Section 2.3.2]):

(b —ipk1—F)2
1 — pki—ke zipF1-Fa—pF1-F) (1 1
Pk > br — (ka — k) < —— LI Uyoll)
V2rilnn (\/Zkl(l —pF1) — /2k(pkr—F —p’“l))
and the same bound holds true with ki replaced with ko and b; replaced with by. From and ,
we get that the first summand in right-hand side of is % > e 90 where
() (npk: _ Z)2 (Z'pklfk o bl)Z (iplmfk . 62)2
1) = .
P anph (1= pF) ™ 2iph =R (1 — pF=F) T 2ipRa—R(1 — pheF)

Denote i = np* + zv/npk(1 — pF)Inn, x € (—/2(k1 + k2), V2k]. Then the first term in g(i) becomes

“52—2 Inn. After the replacement, we get:

(24)

g(i) = gp(x) Inn + gy(z) Inlnn(l + o(1)),

where

R 72 x2(pk17k _pkl) x2(pk27k _pkz) B 2 /2k1 \/(pkl—k _ pkl)(l _pkl)mi

gp(x) = 9 + 2(1 — pkl—k) + 2(1 — pk2—k) 2(1 — pkl—k)
2V2ky/(pF2 R — pe) (1 — ph2)a N 2k (1 —pF)  2ky(1 — p*2)

21— ) 21— ) 21— )
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and g,(z) is negative and bounded from below by a constant (in the same way as in [I8] Section 2.3.2]).
It follows from the size of the summation segment that it suffices for us to show that g,(x) > k1 + ko —
k+ w(™Inn) We need the positive term w(IH22) to overcome the negative contribution of g, (z).

We set g,(z) = %(gl,p(x) + G2,p()), where

a2 (L+phi=F —2phi) — 4, /2k;\/(pP—F — pks) (1 — pko)a + 4k; (1 — phs)

gj,p(x) = 2(1 _pkj_k) , J=12
In the same way as in [I8] Section 2.3.2], we get that, for every j € {1,2}, §;,(z) > 2k; —k+w(2lon)
completing the proof.
||
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